TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT' WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |l aw journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore HAI RSTON, JERRY SM TH and FLEM NG, Admi ni strati ve
Pat ent Judges.

! Application for patent filed February 9, 1995. Accord-
ing to appellant, the application is a continuation of Appli-
cation 07/901, 459, filed June 19, 1992, abandoned.
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FLEM NG Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejec-
tion of clainms 1 through 9, all of the clains pending in the
present application.

This invention relates to the field of graphic
di splay with data processing systens. Miyre particularly, this
invention relates to graphic clipping. Gaphic clipping is
the process in which each wi ndow contai ns graphi c objects and
as the user varies the size of the w ndow, the system deter-
m nes what portion of the objects are inside the wi ndow and
di spl ays only that portion. On page 2 of the specification,
Appel | ant discloses that there is a need for a way of dealing
wi th overl appi ng wi ndows whi ch does not rely on first draw ng
and then overlaying the lower priority wi ndows. Appell ant
di scl oses a nethod of displaying overl appi ng wi ndows contai n-
i ng graphic objects defined by graphic orders conprising the

steps of processing said graphic orders to generate nodified
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graphic orders defining those portions of said graphic objects
not overl apped, and driving a graphic display device with said
nodi fied graphic orders to display said portion of said
graphi c obj ects not overl apped.

I ndependent claim11 is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A nethod of displaying, on a display term nal,
over |l appi ng wi ndows cont ai ni ng graphi cs objects defined by
graphics orders conprising the steps of:

obtaining a first |ist of graphic orders for graphic
objects in a first wi ndow of the overlapping wi ndows and a
second |list of graphic orders for graphic objects in a second
wi ndow of the overlapping wi ndows, wherein the second w ndow
has a higher priority than the first w ndow,

processing the first list to identify nonoverl appi ng
graphi c objects, wherein the nonoverl appi ng graphi c objects
are not within an overl apping portion of the first and second
wi ndows;

processing the second |ist of graphic orders and the
nonover | appi ng graphic objects to generate a list of nodified
graphi c orders; and

driving the display termnal, with the |ist of
nodi fi ed graphics orders to display the graphic objects of the
second wi ndow and the nonoverl appi ng graphi c objects of the
first w ndow.

The Exam ner relies on the follow ng references:
Hol den et al. (Hol den) 4,698, 779 Cct. 6, 1987

Ant hias et al. (Anthias) 4, 890, 257 Dec. 26, 1989
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Clains 1, 2, and 7 through 9 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Anthias. Cdains 3
through 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Anthias in view of Hol den.

Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellant and
the Examiner, reference is nade to the brief and answer for

the respective details thereof.

CPI NI ON

W will not sustain the rejection of clains 1, 2,
and 7 through 9 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102, nor will we sustain the
rejection of clainms 3 through 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder
8§ 102 can be found only if the prior art reference discloses
every elenment of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324,
1326, 231 USPQ 136, 138 (Fed. G r. 1986) and Lindemann
Maschi nenfabri k GvBH v. Anerican Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d

1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984).
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Appel | ant argues on pages 5 and 6 of the brief that
Anthias fails to teach the clainmed nodified graphic orders.

In particular, Appellant argues that the clains recite, for
the list of nodified graphic orders, a process to identify the
nonover | appi ng portions of the |ower priority window. Once
this has been identified, the nonoverl appi ng portions of the
first window are processed with graphic orders of the second
W ndow to create, in one step, the list of nodified graphic
orders without having to override any of the priority w ndows.
Appel I ant argues that Anthias is concerned with overl appi ng

wi ndows without regard to the content of the w ndows and,

t herefore, does not disclose or teach the creation of nodified
graphic orders as recited in Appellant's clains.

The Exam ner responds to Appellant's argunent on
pages 5 and 6 of the answer. The Exam ner argues that Anthias
di scloses in colum 3, lines 52 through 62, that an ordered
list is maintained of the active windows in priority order
thereof. The Exam ner argues that Anthias therefore teaches

generating a nodified graphic order |ist from overl appi ng
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wi ndows so as to include only nonoverl appi ng portions of
| esser priority w ndows.
W note that claim1l recites the foll ow ng:

obtaining a first list of graphic orders
for graphic objects in a first w ndow of
t he overl appi ng wi ndows and a second |i st
of graphic orders for graphic objects in a
second wi ndow of the overl appi ng wi ndows,
wherein the second wi ndow has a hi gher
priority than the first w ndow,

processing the first list to identify
nonover | appi ng graphi c objects, wherein the
nonover | appi ng graphi c objects are not
wi thin an overl apping portion of the first
and second w ndows;

processing the second |ist of graphic
orders and the nonoverl appi ng graphic
objects to generate a |ist of nodified
gr aphi c orders.

Furthernore, we note that claim8 recites the foll ow ng:

detecti on neans for detecting
nonover | apped graphi cs portions of the
graphi cs objects of the first list, wherein
t he nonover | apped graphics portions are not
overlaid by the second w ndow,

processi ng nmeans, operably coupled to
the detection neans, for processing the
nonover | apped graphi cs portions and the
second |list of graphics orders to generate
a list of nodified graphics orders.

t he
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Therefore, we find that Appellant's clains recite a process or
an apparatus which creates a list of nodified graphic orders
whi ch all ows for processing nonoverl appi ng portions of the
first window in one step without having to override any of the
| ower priority w ndows.

Upon a closer review of Anthias, we find Anthias
teaches the process of overriding the |ower priority w ndows.
In colum 1, lines 48 through 62, Anthias teaches that the
prior art creates a conposite display refresh buffer so that
the systemcan display multiple tasks. Anthias teaches that
the prior art maintains each task as bei ng i ndependent of the
ot her and each task occupi es nonoverl appi ng space in the
menory. In colum 4,
line 66, through colum 5, |line 20, Anthias teaches that their
i nvention relates to the maintaining of a current screen save
area, directly equivalent to the screen matrix of the prior

art referred to in Figures 1 and 2. In colum 7, lines 37

t hrough 45, Anthias points out the problem of reconstructing
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the screen ownership area and processing the w ndow hi erarchy.

Ant hi as discloses in colum 7, lines 46 through 65, that their
I nvention overcones this problem by maintaining an ownership
priority list. In colum 8, lines 4 through 57, Anthias
di scl oses a multiple w ndow di splay system which includes a
di spl ay device and a screen ownership area pointing to the
identity of the wi ndow which is to contribute the data for
each display area of the display device. An ordered list is
mai nt ai ned of the active windows in the priority order
thereof. Anthias discloses that the |owest priority wi ndowis
first witten into the display area and then each higher
priority windowis then overwitten with this data. Anthias
di scl osure of the ownership priority list is not directed to
maintaining a list of nodified graphic orders as clai ned by
the Appellant. Anthias, on the other hand, teaches a list of
ownership priority which is only used to determ ne the
priority of the window, not to the objects wthin the w ndow.
In view of the above, we find that Anthias fails to

teach all the limtations of Appellant's clains 1, 2, and 7
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through 9, and thereby the clainms are not anticipated by
Anthias. Therefore, we will not sustain the Exam ner's
rej ecti on under

35 U S.C § 102.

Clainms 3 through 6 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over Anthias in view of Hol den.
W note that the Examiner relies on Anthias for the teaching
of a list of nodified graphic orders. Upon our review of
Ant hi as and Hol den, we find that the references fail to
suggest or teach the list of nodified graphic orders as
claimed by the Appellant. Therefore, we will not sustain the
rejection of clainms 3 through 6 under
35 U.S.C. § 103.

We have not sustained the rejection of clains 1
through 9. Accordingly, the Exam ner's decision is reversed.

REVERSED
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KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF
PATENT
JERRY SM TH ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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)
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M CHAEL R FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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